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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06 June 2002 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-13 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-13 is/are rejected. 

7) [3 Claim(s) 5-13 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) [X] The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)|EI The drawing(s) filed on 06 March 2002 is/are: a)D accepted or b)E<] objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)[x] Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
aM AH b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .[X] Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement filed 09 May 2002 fails to comply with 37 
CFR 1 .98(a)(3) because it does not include a concise explanation in English of 
relevance for the Foreign references (a translation of the Abstract would suffice), as it is 
presently understood by the individual designated in 37 CFR 1 .56(c) most 
knowledgeable about the content of the information, of each patent listed that is not in 
the English language. It has been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: '204' in line 16 on page 3. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the 
page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing 
figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified 
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and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to 
the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they 
include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the description: '161', 
'165', '166' & '167' in Figure 1b and '221', '241', '270' & '280' in Figure 2b. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the specification 
to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) 
are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as 
per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

The drawings are objected to because handwriting in the drawings. Applicant is 
advised to employ the services of a competent patent draftsperson outside the Office, 
as the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office no longer prepares new drawings. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
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sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an 
amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be 
canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and 
where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes 
made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. 
Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the 
remaining figures. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in 
the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the 
drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be 
notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

The drawings are objected to because the boxes in Figure 7 lack descriptive labels in 
English. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
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consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement 
Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of 
the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Specification 

Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 1 50 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

3. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the abstract uses form and 
legal phraseology. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 1 recites "the 
output of the iterative decoding". Note: iterative decoding is a method and it is unclear 
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what is meant by an output of the method for iterative decoding and nowhere does the 
Applicant teach what is meant by an output of a method for iterative decoding. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 5-1 3 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form 
because a multiple dependent claim cannot depend from another multiple dependant 
claim like claim 3. See MPEP § 608.01 (n). Accordingly, the claims 5-13 have not 
been further treated on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. Claim 1 recites "the output of the iterative decoding". Note: iterative decoding 
is a method and it is unclear what is meant by an output of the method for iterative 
decoding and nowhere does the Applicant teach what is meant by an output of a 
method for iterative decoding. 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the output" in line 2. There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "A///c" in line 4. There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. N is undefined, hence N/k is undefined. 
Claim 1 recites the limitation "the normal block size" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being incomplete 
for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, such omission 
amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See MPEP 
§ 2172.01. Claim 1 recites "the output of the iterative decoding". The omitted structural 
cooperative relationships are: the relationship between output and iterative decoding. 
Note: iterative decoding is a method and it is unclear what is meant by an output of the 
method for iterative decoding. 
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The term " normal block size" in claim 1 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term " normal block size" is not defined by the claim, the specification 
does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

The term "characterised in that" in line 2 of claim 1 is indefinite. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the maximum number of iterations" in lines 5-6. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 1 recites, "the maximum number of iterations (n it erations (k) ) which can be effected 
by the said iterative decoding on a block", which is indefinite. 

Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being incomplete 
for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, such omission 
amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See MPEP 
§ 2172.01 . Claim 1 recites, "the maximum number of iterations (n it erations (k) ) which can 
be effected by the said iterative decoding on a block". The omitted structural 
cooperative relationships are: the relationship between "the maximum number of 
iterations" and "said iterative decoding on a block". 
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Claim 1 recites, "a maximum number of iterations such that they are compatible w ith 
the said maximum error rate", which is indefinite since the relationship between 
maximum error rate and the maximum number of iterations are unknown. 

Claim 1 recites, "the maximum number of iterations (n,t e rations (k) ) which would be 
effected by the said iterative decoding on a block", which is indefinite. 

Claim 2 and 7-9 have all of the same or similar problems as in claim 1 and should be 
revised. 

The claims are generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform with current U.S. 
practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign document 
and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. The Examiner asserts that all 
claims 1-13 must be rewritten in standard idiomatic English. The Examiner asserts that 
the Applicant recites a method "of optimizing the size of coded data blocks" in the 
preamble of the claim, but does not have any step relating the list of elements in claim 1 
to "optimizing the size of coded data blocks". 

Claim 1 provides for the use of optimizing the size of coded data blocks, but, since the 
claim does not set forth any steps involved in the method/process, it is unclear what 
method/process applicant is intending to encompass. A claim is indefinite where it 
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merely recites a use without any active, positive steps delimiting how this use is actually 
practiced. 

Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed recitation of a use, 
without setting forth any steps involved in the process, results in an improper definition 
of a process, i.e., results in a claim which is not a proper process claim under 35 
U.S.C. 101. See for example Ex parte Dunki, 153 USPQ 678 (Bd.App. 1967) and 
Clinical Products, Ltd. v. Brenner, 255 F. Supp. 131, 149 USPQ 475 (D.D.C. 1966). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Eroz; 
Mustafa et al. (US 6430722 B1, hereafter referred to as Eroz). 



35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection of claims 1-4. 

Convolutional encoder 108 in Figure 1 of Eroz provides a means for creating a sub- 
multiple of blocks of size N/r. The Decoder in Figure 4 of Eroz provides a decoder for 
decoding the blocks of size N/r. The Decoder in Figure 4 of Eroz is inherently capable 
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of being characterized by a maximum error rate at the output of the iterative decoding 
being fixed in advance, the method seeks, amongst a plurality of block sizes (N/k) which 
are submultiples of the normal block size by an integer factor (k) greater than or equal 
to 1 and a plurality of integers giving the maximum number of iterations which can be 
effected by the said iterative decoding on a block, a submultiple size and a maximum 
number of iterations such that they are compatible with the said maximum error rate and 
such that a mean number of iterations which would be effected by the iterative decoding 
on a submultiple sized block is as low as possible. See In re Swinehart, 439 F.2d 210, 
212-13, 169 USPQ 226, 228-29 (CCPA 1971) and In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 
1477, 44 USPQ2d 1429, 1431 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 



8. Claims 1-13 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
double patenting over claims 1-19 of copending Application No. 10/093,495. This is a 
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provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not yet been 
patented. 

The subject matter claimed in the instant application is fully disclosed in the referenced 
copending application and would be covered by any patent granted on that copending 
application since the referenced copending application and the instant application are 
claiming common subject matter, as follows: 

Claim 1 of Application No. 10/093,495 recites, "Method of optimising the size of blocks 
of coded data, intended to be subjected to iterative decoding, characterised in that it 
comprises a first step evaluating a resource (T) available for the decoding of a block of 
normal size (N) and a second step seeking, amongst a plurality of block sizes (N/k) 
which are submultiples of the normal size by an integer factor (k) greater than or equal 
to 1 and requiring on average a number of iterations (nj te rations (k) ) compatible with the said 
available resource, the one which makes it possible to obtain the lowest error rate at the 
output of the iterative decoding .". 

Furthermore, there is no apparent reason why applicant would be prevented from 
presenting claims corresponding to those of the instant application in the other 
copending application. See In re Schneller, 397 F.2d 350, 158 USPQ 210 (CCPA 
1968). See also MPEP § 804. 
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Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph D. Torres whose telephone number is (703) 
308-7066. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on (703) 305-9595. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Cent^/E^/at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




